UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 04-2075

JOHN ANDREWS; SOFI ANE BENAFFANE,
Plaintiffs - Appellants,

vVer sus

UNKNOWN DOC EMPLOYEES (NUMBERS 1-100) AS
AGENTS, SERVANTS OR EMPLOYEES OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLI C SAFETY AND CORRECTI ONAL
SERVI CES; UNKNOWN  MRDCC | NVATE; COUNTY
COW SSIONERS OF WORCESTER  COUNTY; | RA
SHOCKLEY, Warden, Wrcester County Jail;
WORCESTER COUNTY DETENTI ON CENTER;  UNKNOAN
WORCESTER COUNTY JAIL EMPLOYEES (NUMBERS 1-
100), as agents, servants or enployees of the
Worcester County Jail; UNKNOWN WORCESTER
COUNTY JAIL | NMATES ( NUMBERS 1-100),

Def endants - Appel | ees,

and

STATE OF MARYLAND; DEPARTMENT OF PUBLI C SAFETY
AND  CORRECTI ONAL  SERVI CES, Di vision of
Correction; W LLI AM W SONDERVAN,
Conmi ssi oner, Departnment of Public Safety and
Correctional Services,

Def endant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinmore. WIlliamD. Qarles, Jr., District Judge.
( CA- 04- 396- \DQ




Subm tted: January 28, 2005 Deci ded: February 25, 2005

Before W LKINSON and KING Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

J. P. Szynkowi cz, John T. Szynkow cz, SZYMKOW CZ & SZYMKOW CZ, LLP,
Washi ngton, D.C., for Appellants. Dani el Karp, Matthew Peter,
ALLEN, KARPINSKI, BRYANT & KARP, Baltinore, Maryland, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

John Andrews and Sofiane Benaffane appeal from the
district court’s orders dism ssing wthout prejudice their clains
agai nst the County Comm ssioners of W rcester County, Warden Ira
Shockl ey, and various unknown enployees and inmates of the
Worcester County Jail based on their failure to exhaust avail able
admnistrative renedies, as required by 42 US C 8§ 1997e(a)
(2000), and denying their notion for entry of final judgnment as to
these clains pursuant to Fed. R GCv. P. 54(b). W have revi ewed
the briefs, the joint appendi x, and the district court’s orders and
find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmfor the reasons

stated by the district court. See Andrews v. Maryland, No.

CA- 04- 396-WDQ (D. M. June 3, 2004; July 22, 2004). W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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